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Introduction 
This analysis of data from a longitudinal study of a nationally representative 
sample of nonprofit advocacy organizations is focused on small budget groups, defined 
as those with less than $30,000 in annual income. The national survey data analyzed 
here was collected as part of my 1988 "Survey of Groups and Organizations Working 
for Peace" and the 1992 "Survey of Peace Movement Organizations" (a team effort). 
These projects assessed organizations in a major social movement that incorporated a 
high percentage of small grassroots groups. Examples of such groups are independent 
peace and justice centers, local affiliates of what was then SANE or the Freeze (now a 
combined organization called Peace Action), chapters of Clergy and Laity Concerned, 
or church task forces. The 1988 and 1992 Surveys that produced these data are 
described in more detail below .1 
The small budget group data set includes unincorporated groups, groups 
incorporated but not registered with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS}, tax-exempt and 
tax-deductible groups that are affiliated with large 501(c)(3) organizations but are not 
directly registered with the IRS and a few organizations with their own 501(c)(3) tax 
status. The unincorporated groups and those incorporated but not registered with the 
IRS are called collectively the "Not Registered Groups." Chapters, branches, or 
affiliates that share the 501(c)(3) tax status of the parent organization are called 
"501(c)(3) Affiliates." Those registered directly" with the IRS are called "Small 
501(c)(3)s." 
1 For a complete description of these surveys see Colwell and Bond (1994). 
1 
The goal of this analysis is to provide a profile of all these small nonprofit 
organizations and to compare the Not Registered Groups, the 501(c)(3) Affiliates, and 
the Small501(c)(3)s to determine whether existing nonprofit sector research based on 
samples drawn from the list of 501(c)(3) organizations applies to these groups. The 
conclusion of this analysis is that the Not Registered Groups and 501(c)(3) Affiliates are 
sufficiently different from small or large 501(c)(3) organizations as to constitute a 
distinct category. 
Whether research published on nonprofit organizations reflects the experience of 
the Not Registered Groups or 501(c)(3) Affiliates is an important questions because of 
the significance of the voluntary sector in American life and because at least two-thirds 
of these groups are not listed with the IRS (see D.H. Smith 1994b). It is also a question 
worth answering for social movement and organizational theory. 
Background and Literature 
Almost all empirical research on nonprofit organizations has focused on 501(c)(3) 
organizations. These are officially tax-exempt and tax-deductible entities. For example, 
in his study of the nonprofit sector in the United States, Michael O'Neill uses the IRS 
code official descriptions as the primary definitions of nonprofit organizations (O'Neill 
1989, 2-4). He writes that "in general, nonprofits must file for exemption and submit 
yearly reports to the IRS and state agencies" (O'Neill1989, 5). Statements such as "the 
list was generated from IRS sources" (Bielefeld 1993, 292) can be found at the beginning 
of most empirical research on nonprofits. In three papers providing a comprehensive 
2 
review of nonprofit research, David Horton Smith documents in detail that between 
70% and 90% of nonprofit groups in the United States are systematically ignored in 
published research because the research is based on organizations registered with the 
IRS (Smith, D.H. 1994a,b,c). For example, most studies of advocacy groups have 
focused on groups funded by philanthropic foundations, almost all of which are 
501(c)(3) organizations (e.g., Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public Needs 
1977; Jenkins 1985, 1989; U.S. Resources Corporation 1975). 
Large scale or national surveys necessarily draw samples from the lists 
maintained by the IRS, but case-based research also tends to focus on large and visible 
nonprofit organizations. This focus has led to conclusions based on professionally 
staffed organizations which are often "staff-led" rather than "board-led" organizations 
(Mathiassen 1977). Thus, the most important aspect of the entire "independent" or 
"third" sector, the voluntary engagement of ordinary citizens in solving problems or 
confronting issues of importance to them personally, is ignored or downgraded. There 
are many studies of volunteers working in nonprofit organizations, but the vast 
majority are of volunteers who work in a professionally staffed and relatively large 
organizations usually under the supervision of paid staff. The valuable work of such 
volunteers may be described as that of unpaid employees. This activity is not the same 
as that of volunteers who are the primary actors, decision makers, and providers of 
resources as well as members of grassroots associations. 
Comparative study of voluntary organizations has normally been of large 
organizations. Gamson's classic sociological study, The Strategy of Social Protest 
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(1975/1990), outlined categories and developed conclusions that other social 
researchers relied on for twenty years and still do. The data for this frequently cited 
study were from 53 organizations and the division between small and large 
organizations was 10,000 members. 
Similarly, management and organizational theory focused on nonprofits is 
almost exclusively concerned with 501(c)(3) organizations, mostly those with paid staff 
(e.g., Alexander 1989, Anthony and Young 1984, Connors 1980, Mason 1984, McCarthy 
1973, Selby 1983, Unterman 1984). Even articles focused on the problems of small 
advocacy and neighborhood groups assume at least a board of directors and, usually, 
fundraising efforts and annual budgets sufficient to require registration with the IRS 
(e.g., Franco et. al. 1992; Gross 1983).2 
This focus on IRS registered nonprofit organizations is understandable since 
these nonprofits are the visible tip of the iceberg in America's nonprofit sector. It would 
not be a serious issue if it were clearly understood that such research applied only to 
this more visible portion of the nonprofit world or if the part excluded was small and 
had little impact on American life. Quite the contrary is true, however, as amply 
demonstrated in the three cited 1994 articles by D.H. Smith which provide a broad 
review of the literature in the field and the findings from his community surveys of 
grassroots organizations. Published research on the nonprofit sector rarely adverts to 
the presence of a very large unexamined pool of voluntary groups. Smith estimates 
there are over seven million grassroots voluntary associations (Smith, D.H. 1994a, 5) 
2 If an organization receives more the $25,000 annually it is subject to income tax unless it obtains tax-exempt status with the IRS. 
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and over 98 million active volunteers (Smith, D.H. 1994a, 11). He describes the 
substantial cumulative impact of these groups on American society and the lives of its 
citizens: 
Externally, grassroots associations are engines of positive change in 
society, enable citizen participation in our democracy, provide service to 
non-members, and are a key local resource for helping in disasters or civil 
unrest situations. The internal impact of grassroots associations is even 
more varied and interesting. They encourage more citizen political 
participation in democracy, and they provide social and emotional 
support that leads to the satisfaction of social needs, greater happiness, 
and improved health and longevity (Smith, D.H. 1994c, 16). 
He asserts in his papers that it is extremely unlikely that empirical conclusions, 
theoretical ideas, and policy decisions based on the study of only the larger nonprofits 
with 501(c)(3) status are applicable or relevant to this major portion of the voluntary 
associationallife of the country. 
Research on Voluntary Associations Not Registered with the IRS 
Research on these numerous smaller groups, however, is very difficult and costly. Until 
recently it has been extremely difficult to derive lists of such groups from state 
incorporation and tax records. A researcher must seek out these smaller groups by 
labor intensive field work, relying heavily on leaders and activists within a community 
to identify their own groups and those they wqrk with. Collecting data on such groups, 
even with a well-developed list, is also an expensive and labor intensive endeavor. To 
learn about the growth, development, or decline of these groups requires data from 
more than one time period. There are very few sources of support for such research 
and few researchers able to spend the time and· funds required. D.H. Smith pioneered 
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such work in surveys of all the nonprofits groups that could be found in two relatively 
small communities. He then extrapolated from these data to draw conclusions about 
the national picture (Smith, D.H. 1994 a,b,c). 
Research on these grassroots associations is difficult and there is no a priori 
theoretical reason to assume that the widespread small voluntary associations are 
significantly different in characteristics, other than size and tax status, from 501(c)(3) 
organizations. On the contrary, as noted, almost all research on nonprofit organizations 
assumes the conclusions reached about IRS registered groups apply to all nonprofit or 
voluntary associations, either explicitly or implicitly. Because of this assumption, and 
the difficulty and expense of gathering data about the smaller groups, there is little 
empirical work covering a national sample of small501(c)(3) nonprofits (an exception is 
McCarthy and Wolfson 1995) and even less about small nonprofits without this tax 
status. 
Data Collection and Methodology 
The sample for the 1988 Survey of Groups and Organizations Working for Peace 
was drawn from the Grassroots Peace Directory (Topsfield Foundation 1986, 1987). This 
comprehensive directory was developed by necessarily intensive and extensive field 
work, surveying all the large well known peace groups and obtaining from them lists of 
affiliates and groups and organizations with which they worked. Regional 
representatives in every part of the country were hired by the Topsfield Foundation to 
contact all the obvious groups working on peace issues and each of these groups was 
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asked for the names and addresses of other peace workers. These people were 
contacted by phone and mail and queried about other groups they knew. This 
"snowball" technique resulted in a 1986 directory of 8,800 groups nationwide. 
Organizational and goals data were gathered for all the groups. The Grassroots Peace 
Directory was designed to map the whole population of peace workers and groups, 
including peac~ task forces and committees in larger organizations not entirely focused 
on peace, as well as the newest and most ad hoc organizations existing when the 
information was gathered. This directory was the first to encompass so many small 
organizations nationwide and it may be unique in this respect. 
A stratified sample for the 1988 Survey was drawn from the 7,700 groups and 
organizations working for peace listed in the 1987 edition of the Grassroots Peace 
Directory. A questionnaire was sent to every nonprofit advocacy group in the Grassroots 
Peace Directory reporting budgets over $30,000 (about 500) and to a 5% random sample 
of the remaining 7,200 groups. Response rates to the mailed questionnaire for these two 
samples were 56% and 43% respectively. Data from the 5% sample represent 
information about more than 90% of the voluntary associations working for peace in 
1987. The remainder of this report focuses almost exclusively on the groups and 
organizations included in the 5% sample, referred to collectively as the "Small 
Nonprofits." The survey procedures followed closely the methods recommended by 
Dillman (1978) and are described in detail in Colwell and Bond (1994). The 1992 Survey 
was sent to all the organizations responding in 1988 that survived until1992. 
The limitations of these data are those of all mail survey research with less than 
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overwhelming response rates but these limitations are substantially mitigated by a 
valuable nonresponse bias study by Jackie Smith (1993). She established that there were 
no significant differences between respondents and nonrespondents among the Small 
Nonprofits in the comparisons on operations, resources and organizational 
characteristics, the most important data examined in this analysis. There were also no 
significant differences in this group in location, scope of activity, constituency, focus or 
issues with two exceptions. Groups working on U.S.-Soviet relations were slightly 
overrepresented among the respondents and respondents were more likely to use 
legislative strategies than the nonrespondents. Small Nonprofit respondents were less 
likely to be political action committees with 501(c)(4) tax status than the 
nonrespondents. 
Taking into account these few differences, the data from the Small Nonprofits are 
the only comprehensive data set for a nationally representative sample of nonprofit 
organizations that includes a substantial segment Not Registered Groups or 501(c)(3) 
Affiliates. It is, therefore, the best data currently available to provide a profile of such 
nonprofit organizations and a first set of answers to the questions raised about the 
differences, other than size and tax status, between 501(c)(3) organizations and the 
much larger pool of voluntary associations without IRS status. 
Data Description and Analysis 
In the first analysis of these data over half of the Small Nonprofits reported they 
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were not registered with the IRS. In a reexamination of the original1988 questionnaires 
it became obvious that many of the respondents that did not claim tax-exempt 501(c)(3) 
status were affiliates of national501(c)(3)s and shared the tax status of the parent 
organization. A recategorization of a substantial number of the smaller groups, based 
on evidence in the rest of the questionnaire, and a few confirming phone calls, left the 
segment analyzed here divided as follows: 34 were Not Registered Groups; 69 were 
501(c)(3) Affiliates (including religious institutions); 17 were Small501(c)(3)s. Four were 
501(c)(4) (tax-exempt political action committees) and were dropped from the 
subsequent analysis. The fact that many of the groups which are affiliated with larger 
501(c)(3)s did not report that tax status suggests that for these groups tax-exempt status 
was not a salient factor in their operations. Almost all the surveys were filled out by 
responsible group leaders (board chair, executive director, main volunteer). Thus this 
mistake in recording tax status is much more likely to be the product of indifference to 
the presence or absence of IRS tax-exempt status than to lack of knowledge about the 
organization. In sum, 103 out of 120 of the Small Nonprofits studied here are advocacy 
or social movement groups not registered or not registered directly with the IRS. 
Explicit Questions to be Examined 
The main research questions addressed in this report are: What are the salient 
demographic, organizational, and operating characteristics of small nonprofit 
organizations not registered or not directly registered with the IRS? Are Not Registered 
Groups or small501(c)(3) Affiliates significantly different in organizational and other 
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characteristics, other than tax status, from Small501(c)(3) organizations? If so, what are 
the most significant differences? Finally, do these findings have any relevance to the 
interpretation of the major portion of research on nonprofit organizations? 
Demographic Profile and Activities 
In this section demographic information and activities of the 34 Not Registered 
Groups, the 69 501(c)(3) Affiliates, the 17 Small501(c)(3)s are reported. In the following 
section organizational characteristics are discussed. Statistically significant differences 
between the Not Registered Groups and the 501(c)(3) Affiliates or between either of 
these two segments and the 17 Small501(c)(3)s are noted. After that there is a 
description of changes in the data reported in the 1992 Survey. Tables with details of all 
the data discussed below and the wording of the survey questions are in the Appendix 
to this repore 
1. Budgets and founding years 
The criteria for inclusion in the segment of the 1988 Survey respondents analyzed 
here were budget and tax status. Over three quarters of the Not Registered Groups and 
72% of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates had annual budgets smaller than $5,000 (Appendix Table 
Al). Less than half (47%) of the Small501(c)(3)s had budgets that small. The difference 
is even more marked in a comparison of median budgets: $600 for the Not Registered 
Groups, $1,200 for the 501(c)(3) Affiliates, and $9,500 for the Small501(c)(3)s. It should 
'The Appendix Tables are numbered Al, A2, etc. 
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be remembered that the Small Nonprofits data are representative of about 94% of the 
larger list of 7,700 peace groups active when the 1987 edition of the Grassroots Peace 
Directory was compiled. 
The majority of the Small Nonprofits were less than eight years old at the time of 
the 1988 Survey (Table A2). This percentage is higher for the Not Registered Groups 
(80%) than for the 501(c)(3) Affiliates (59%) or the Smal1501(c)(3)s (69%). Considering 
the Not Registered Groups and the 501(c)(3) Affiliates segments together, however, 60 
of 91 (66%) were founded between 1981 and 1987, very slightly less than the percentage 
for the Small501(c)(3)s. Combining the Not Registered Groups and the 501(c)(3) 
Affiliates creates an "Aggregated Category" corresponding to the many thousands of 
nonprofits not normally included in research samples. 
2. Membership numbers, member participation and volunteer activities 
From half to two-thirds of the Small Nonprofits had fewer than 100 members 
(Table A3). Median membership for the Not Registered Groups is 70, for the 501(c)(3) 
Affiliates is 50, for those two segments combined is 40, and for the Small501(c)(3)s is 
100. Membership the Small Nonprofits ranged from zero to 5,000 members but only six 
groups had over 1,500 members in 1988. 
Members are responsible for the activities of these groups, the opposite of what 
have been called the "check book members" of large, professionally staffed 
organizations (Table A4). In 1988, the role of these members in the majority of the Not 
Registered Groups (52%-92%) included making organizational decisions, working on 
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issues, raising money, and recruiting new members. High percentages (70%-86%) of the 
Not Registered Groups report that volunteers coordinate program activities, raise 
money, keep financial records, write newsletters, and work in the office. The roles of 
members and volunteers among the 501(c)(3) Affiliates and Smal1501(c)(3)s were 
similar to the Not Registered Groups with two major exceptions. Members of the Not 
Registered Groups were not involved in hiring or firing staff as would be expected. 
Only 5% of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates'had members with this responsibility, but 14% of the 
Small501(c)(3)s had members involved in hiring or firing staff. A more interesting 
difference is that over half of the Not Registered Groups and 501(c)(3) Affiliates had 
members involved in making organizational decisions but only one third of the Small 
501(c)(3)s did. Even at this very small size, the Small501(c)(3)s tend to involve 
members less in substantive matters. The extent of this difference grows as the Small 
501(c)(3)s become larger. Three quarters of the Aggregated Category (Not Registered 
Groups and 501(c)(3) Affiliates combined) had volunteers involved in fundraising and 
63% had volunteers working in the office. All of the Small501(c)(3)s had volunteers 
involved in raising money and 93% of them had volunteers working in the office. These 
figures tend to support the view that even Smal150l(c)(3)s have some kind of office, are 
working toward hiring staff if they do not have it already, and need everyone to be 
involved in fundraising to sustain this more costly effort. 
Overall, 81% to 94% of Small Nonprofits use volunteers. The volume of this 
work can be estimated from the data on the number of volunteers who contribute five 
or more hours per month to the work of the group. Among the Not Registered Groups 
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(19 reporting) from one to thirty volunteers contribute five or more hours per month; 
the median number of these volunteers is eight. Among 42 501(c)(3) Affiliates, from one 
to seventy-five volunteers contribute five or more hours monthly. The median number 
of volunteers is four. Twelve Small501(c)(3)s reported one to twenty volunteers at this 
activity level. The median was five. 
Taking five volunteers as the number likely to be contributing at least five hours 
per month per organization, and referring back to the Small Nonprofits (7,200 
organizations) which is the pool represented by these surveyed organizations, at least 
180,000 hours per month, or over 2.1 million hours per year of volunteer time went into 
these peace endeavors in 1988. These peace advocacy volunteers are representative of a 
much larger pool of activists in small social movement organizations that focus on civil 
rights, environmental, women's, and similar issues. The internal organizational activity 
of these volunteers is not described or assessed in most published research on 
volunteers in nonprofit organizations in the United States. 
3. Program activities typical of nonprofit advocacy groups 
There was a wide range of program and issue oriented activities questions in the 
1988 Survey from distributing literature to civil disobedience and from working for 
candidates to filing law suits. The activity questions were based on lists developed by 
scholars of citizen action and pressure groups (Schlozman and Tierney 1983) and 
personal experience of activists consulted when the survey was written. These activities 
are grouped as educational, citizen direct action, national legislative and lobbying, state 
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and local legislative and lobbying, and electoral activities (Tables A5-A9). Many of 
these activities are common to almost all cause oriented or advocacy nonprofit 
organizations irrespective of the issue involved. 
Over 90% of the Not Registered Groups and 501(c)(3) Affiliates were engaged in 
four educational activities: distributing literature; presenting lectures or films; 
participating in ~etter writing campaigns; and encouraging members to write letters 
about issues to a newspaper (Table AS). From 82% to 88% of the Small501(c)(3)s 
reported these same four activities. From 59% to 69% of all three of these categories 
reported participating in a vigil or prayer service (considered here an educational 
activity), encouraged their members to participate in citizen exchanges or peace 
delegations, and had built up a positive relationship with the press. Over two thirds of 
each category reported doing eight of ten educational activities in 1987, the year prior to 
the 1988 Survey. The exceptions were running paid advertisements and door-to-door 
canvassing. There are some notable differences among the different categories, but the 
most relevant finding for this report is the wide range of educational activities engaged 
in by each category. 
Smaller percentages of the Small Nonprofits were engaged in citizen direct 
action than in educational activities (Table A6). In each category about half participated 
in boycott activity. More of the Small501(c)(3)s were involved in the related activities 
of providing nonviolence training (47%) and engaging in civil disobedience (35%) than 
were the Not Registered Groups or 501(c)(3) Affiliates. Although few of the Small 
501(c)(3)s were involved in law suits (12%), this was twice the percentage in the other 
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two categories. These citizen direct actions all require some level of organizational 
development, and filing law suits implies access to substantial funds, but it is surprising 
that so few of the 50l(c)(3) Affiliates were involved in the nonviolence training (29%) 
and civil disobedience (14%). 
A substantial percentage of the Small Nonprofits was involved in legislative or 
lobbying activity at the national and local level (Tables A7 and A8). In spite of the 
restrictions imposed by the IRS on this kind of activity, the percentages were slightly 
higher for the Small501(c)(3)s than for the 501(c)(3) Affiliates or the Not Registered 
Groups for almost all of these activities. In all three categories about three quarters of 
the groups reported visits to Members of Congress. A third of the aggregated Not 
Registered Groups and 50l(c)(3) Affiliates had an influential constituent contact 
Congressional offices and 41% of the Small501(c)(3)s reported this activity. A quarter 
of the Not Registered Groups and the 50l(c)(3) Affiliates aggregated and over a third of 
the Small501(c)(3)s had an influential constituent contact state or local elected officials 
(Table A8). Ten percent of the Not Registered Groups and 17% of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
reported giving testimony at a Congressional or local or state government hearing; 18% 
of the Small501(c)(3)s testified at a Congressional hearing and 29% of the Small 
501(c)(3)s testified at a state or local government hearing. 
Overall, more groups were engaged in national legislative and lobbying 
activities than in similar activities at the state and local level, a somewhat 
counterintuitive finding for these small nonprofit organizations. It is somewhat 
surprising to find as many of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates and Small501(c)(3)s involved in 
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visiting elected officials as these data reveal, since legislative lobbying is a restricted 
activity for such organizations according to the Internal Revenue Code. These data 
show, of course, only the percentage of the groups that engage in these activities, not 
how often or to what extent they are involved in them. Higher percentages of the Not 
Registered Groups and the 501(c)(3) Affiliates combined reported being engaged in 
activities relating to elections than the Small501(c)(3)s (Table A9). This should be 
expected since the Small50l(c)(3)s are much more likely to be extremely careful of 
violating the IRS prohibitions on direct electoral activity. Over half of Not Registered 
Groups and 42% of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates encouraged their members to contribute to 
work for and/ or contribute to peace-minded candidates but only 29% of the Small 
50l(c)(3)s reported this activity. Over a third in each category encouraged members to 
participate in party caucuses or primaries. Approximately a quarter of the Not 
Registered Groups and the 501(c) Affiliates and 18% of the Sma11501(c)(3)s encouraged 
members to join local political party organizations. There was a major difference on the 
item about encouraging members to give money to a political party. Twenty-two 
percent of the Not Registered Groups, but only 8% of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates and only 
6% of the Small501(c)(3)s reported this activity. The necessity to raise money from 
members to support higher overhead and staff may reduce the willingness of the 
501(c)(3) Affiliates and the Small501(c)(3)s to encourage political contributions more 
than the Not Registered Groups whose budgets were so much smaller. Another factor 
is the blanket proscription against electoral activity for 501(c)(3) organizations. The 
important finding here is that the Not Registered Groups in the nonprofit social 
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movement world are a potential electoral force not accounted for in most analyses of 
nonprofit organizations. 
4. Summary of the profile of small non profits 
In summary, these are relatively young small organizations, with very minimal 
annual expenditures, using members and volunteers to do most of the work of the 
group. They are a major source of volunteer labor largely unrecorded in research on 
nonprofit organizations and voluntary associations in the United States. There is a 
marked difference in the degree to which members of the Not Registered Groups and 
501(c)(3) Affiliates are involved in organizational decisions as compared with the Small 
501(c)(3}s. There are few differences among the categories in educational activities. The 
Small501(c)(3)s are more likely to be engaged in citizen direct action and in 
legislative/lobbying efforts. The Not Registered Groups are more likely to encourage 
political involvement and political contributions. 
The overall picture is of small groups of volunteers who are engaged in a wide 
range of activities both organizationally and in pursuing their issues with the general 
public. These data do not measure how many times each group engaged in each 
activity, but do provide a solid picture of the range of activities and the approximate 
proportions of these smaller nonprofits that are likely to be engaged in them. In this 
sample of organizations the objectives of these activities are a broad set of peace, justice; 
human rights and environmental goals. It is probable that this analysis provides a good 
picture of a very large pool of social movement organizations and cause oriented 
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nonprofit groups and may apply as well to the vast number of groups that are not as 
involved in advocacy. In the next section we review data on organizational 
characteristics of these nonprofits including strategies and values, operating methods, 
financial activities, governance, and staffing. 
Organizational Characteristics 
1. Measurement of operations, strategies and values 
In the 1988 and 1992 Surveys there were two banks of questions about 
organizational values and strategies and methods of operation.4 The operational 
methods items were drawn from national surveys of large nonprofit organizations 
(Shields and McCarthy 1989) with a few additions developed in consultation with 
scholars and activists with experience working with peace movement organizations. 
The values and strategies questions were derived from personal knowledge of the peace 
groups and from consultation with experienced activists. Some of these, such as 
seeking a moderate public image, are relevant to a large segment of nonprofit 
organizations. The text of these questions are in the Appendix. The analysis revealed 
very few differences in the three tax status categories on value and strategy questions 
and these items are reported combined with the operations items. 
Answers to questions about operations and strategies and values were on a 
Likert-type scale, scored from 0 to 6, from False to True. Therefore the higher the 
means, the more true for the set of organizations responding. Means for an item 
' These questions are reproduced in the Appendix. 
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between 3.5 and 6 are considered an answer of True, and between 0 and 2.5 are 
considered an answer of False. Means between 2.6 and 3.4 are evidence of a polarized 
set of answers, or, more likely, ambivalence on the item.5 
2. Similarities in operations, strategies and values 
The similarities among the groups in these three tax categories are illustrated by 
16 of the 36 items reported here. For all three categories there were eight items scored 
as True and eight items scored as False in 1988. The True items are the use of consensus 
procedures for important decisions, leadership has been quite able to work with others 
outside of the organization, seeking to influence national (foreign) policy, members 
think and talk beyond the immediate issues of the group and its programs, striving to 
act in terms of the slogan "think globally, act locally," members of the group have 
developed a sense of group solidarity, the group has avoided internal differences, and 
the organization would benefit from greater contact with other groups. The eight items 
considered False are major donors are represented on the board or decision-making 
committee, group elects leaders, preferring to focus on local issues, preferring to be 
independent and not affiliated with other groups, condoning the use of violence for 
revolutionary change in specific cases, having a well thought-out fundraising plan, 
leaders raise funds from foundations, and have been able to diversify funding. 
Together these sixteen items present a picture of cohesive groups operating on 
consensus principles, often without formal leadership. They are concerned more with 
; Appendix Table AlO includes operations, strategies and values questions with statistically significant differences in the mean 
scores. Table All reports items with no statistically significant differences. 
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national than local issues, "think globally, act locally," and would like to work more in 
cooperation with other groups. Their fundraising activities are limited and not very 
sophisticated. 
3. Differences in operational methods and financial operations 
The important differences between these three categories are presented on Table 
1. The ten items in this table illustrate the differences between the Not Registered 
Groups and the 501(c)(3) Affiliates, between each of these categories and the Small 
501(c)(3)s, and between the Aggregated Category and the Small501(c)(3)s. To provide 
further evidence of the differences between the Aggregated Category and the 501(c)(3)s 
normally included in nonprofit research, data for 501(c)(3)s with budgets over $30,000 
(Large 501(c)(3)s) among the respondents to the 1988 Survey are also included in Table 
1). 
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Table 1. 
Selected Operations of Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Means (O=False; 6=True). 
(1) (2) (3 (4) 
Not 501(c)(3) Aggregated Small 
Registered Affiliates Category* 501(c)(3)s 
Groups 
N=34 N=69 N=103 N=17 
OPERATIONAL METHODS Means Means Means Means 
Usually use consensus 
procedures and not majority 5.59' 5.03' 5.21' 5.44 
rule for important decisions 
Operates without formally 4.16'·b 2.21' 2.83' 1.93b 
designated leaders 
Form on-going coalitions with 3.69b 3.89' 3.82d.• 4.80b.<.d 
similar organizations 
Agreed upon clearly defined 2.03'·b 3.07' 2.74d .• 3.93bd 
structure, rules, procedures 
Elects leaders 1.29'"' 2.45' 2.07' 3.36b 
FINANCIAL OPERATIONS 
Leaders raise funds from 3.17 2.27 2.89··· 4.13''d 
grassroots sources 
Internal accounting procedures 3.00b 3.86' 3.59··· 5.2b.<,d 
in_Elace 
Maintain a steady funding 2.50' 3.59' 3.26' 3.44 
level 
Have a well-thought-out 1.35'.b 2.29' 1.99' 2.71b 
fundraising plan 
Leaders raise funds from 1.20b 1.94' 1.20d .• 2.81b.<.d 
foundations 
*Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups+ 501(c)(3) Affiliates. 
a= significant differences between Not Registered Groups and 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
b =significant differences between Not Registered Groups and Small501(c)(3)s 
c =significant differences between 501(c)(3) Affiliates and Small501(c)(3)s 
d =significant differences between Aggregated Category and Small501(c)(3)s 
e =significant differences between Aggregated Category and Large 501(c)(3)s 
All differences p = < .04 
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(5) 
Large 
501(c)(3)s 
N=94 
Means 
4.72' 
1.01' 
4.68' 
4.56' 
3.24' 
4.30' 
5.61' 
4.67' 
4.22' 
3.55' 
Using consensus procedures for important decisions appears to be an accepted 
method of operation for all these categories as noted above, even though there are 
significant differences in some scores. With that exception, as the array of statistically 
significant differences reveals, the Not Registered Groups are different from the Small 
501(c)(3)s on the remaining four operation methods (Columns 1 and 4) and from the 
501(c)(3) Affiliates on three of the four items (Columns 1 and 2). The most striking 
differences are that the Not Registered Groups clearly opt for operating without 
formally designated leaders and rarely elect leaders. This corresponds to the finding 
that few of these groups have a board of directors (see Governance below). The means 
of the Aggregated Category (Column 3) are different from the Small501(c)(3)s (Column 
4) on these two leadership items, but do not reach statistical significance. There are 
statistically significant differences between the Aggregated Category (Column 3) and 
the Small501(c)(3)s (Column 4) on the other two items. The Small501(c)(3)s are much 
more likely to have an agreed upon clearly defined structure or to form on-going 
coalitions with similar organizations. These differences, coupled with the differences in 
internal organizational activities described above, support a finding the Aggregated 
Category is sufficiently unlike the 501(c)(3) organizations as to constitute a distinct class 
of nonprofit organizations or voluntary associations. 
There are statistically significant differences between the Large 501(c)(3)s 
(Column 5) and the Aggregated Category (Column 3) on every item. Some of these 
differences would naturally arise as groups grow larger. Organizations with 50l(c)(3) 
status must have formal leadership, for example, and are much more likely to develop 
22 
structures, rules, and procedures. Size, per se, however, does not explain the 
differences with respect to forming coalitions. The Aggregated Category groups may 
exist in localities where there are few other groups with which to form coalitions and 
may not have the organizational strength to attract other groups to work with them. 
The Large 501(c)(3)s may not feel the need for forming coalitions and may avoid 
entangling alliances with other organizations.6 
Considering the financial operations data, it is logical to assume that these 
differences may be attributable to size. Obviously, small budget organizations do not 
have the need for well thought out fund-raising plans or raising funds from 
foundations and are less likely to maintain a steady funding level. Many of them raise 
money as it is needed for specific projects. These groups have less need for formal 
internal accounting procedures. The explanation for the difference in raising funds 
from grassroots sources is not as clear. It may be that the 501(c)(3) Affiliates rely on the 
parent organization for funds gathered through direct mail, for example. The 
explanations for these differences are not as relevant to the argument presented here, 
however, as the fact that these differences exist. The Aggregated Category is 
significantly different from the Small501(c)(3)s and/or the Large 501(c)(3)s on every 
item listed in Table 1. 
The differences in methods of operation between the Aggregated Category and 
the Large 501(c)(3)s may well be related to more personal involvement and interaction 
among members of the Not Registered Groups or the 501(c)(3) Affiliates which could be 
'Edwards and Marullo (1995) suggested this explanation in their discussion of cosponsorship of events by organizations of 
different size using the same data. 
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described as an effect of smallness. The differences in financial operations are clearly 
related to size. However, even if all the differences described here and above are 
ultimately attributable to the factor of size, it remains the case that research based on 
samples drawn from the IRS lists of 501(c)(3) organizations excludes the Aggregated 
Category, which constitutes the vast majority of nonprofit and voluntary associations in 
the United States. 
4. Governance 
There is a very substantial literature on boards and the governance of nonprofit 
organizations. It is applicable to less than half of the large portion of American 
voluntary associations represented by the Aggregated Category (Table A12).7 Only 35% 
of the Not Registered Groups have a governing body. The one-third of the Not 
Registered Groups that do have boards, report that almost as high percentages of these 
boards are involved in planning, program development and approval, budget, and 
community relations work as do the 52% of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates and the 100% of 
Small501(c)(3)s with boards. A small percentage of the Not Registered Groups boards 
raise funds and they do not recruit staff or do staff evaluation since almost none of 
them have staff. In the case of the small percentage that do report on staff functions it is 
likely to be volunteer rather than paid staff. It should be reiterated, however, that only 
46% of the Aggregated Category have boards as contrasted with 100% of the Small 
501(c)(3)s. 
7 Moreover, literature on nonprofits boards may be based on samples that deliberately exclude even IRS registered volunteer 
associations if they do not have staff, as in Herman and Heimovics (1994), 17. 
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5. Staff 
These Small Nonprofits do not, as a rule, have regular staff. One of the 34 Not 
Registered Groups reported one part time and one full time person and another 
reported one full time staff person (6% of the total). Eight of the 69 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
reported from one to five part time staff and three additional groups reported one full 
time staff (16% had some staff). One of the 15 Small501(c){3)s reported one full time 
staff and one part time staff, two others reported full time staff, and four different 
groups reported part time staff, for a total of seven of 15 Small501(c)(3)s with staff 
(47%). Although this is more staff than one would expect looking at the very small 
annual budgets of these groups, it is still a very small number and percentage of staffed 
organizations, quite the contrary of the view often advanced that most nonprofit 
organizations are run by "professionals," as paid staff tends to be labeled. 
Characteristics of Groups Surviving until1992 
The 1992 Survey was sent to all the respondents to the 1988 Survey. It was 
essentially the same questionnaire with a few additions and updating of the wording of 
some questions. The response rate among the organizations with budgets less than 
$30,000 was 73% in this 1992 Survey. Two-thirds of the 120 Small Nonprofits in the 
1988 Survey were still active in 1992. 
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1. Changes in budgets and number of members 
Over half of the Not Registered Groups, three-quarters of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates, 
and 59% of the Small501(c)(3)s survived. The median budgets among these survivors 
in these three categories ($1,500, $2,000, and $23,000) were substantially larger than the 
median budgets in 1988 ($600, $1,200, and $9,500) allowing for some increase due to 
inflation over four years. These data probably confirm that monetary resources are a 
key item for survival of small as well as larger nonprofit organizations. 
The median number of members declined for the first two categories, from 70 to 
40 for the Not Registered Groups, from 50 to 45 for the 501(c)(3) Affiliates, but increased 
enormously for the Small501(c)(3)s, from 100 to 2,300. The overall range· of number of 
members for the Small Nonprofits in 1992 was from five to ten thousand, but only three 
organizations had 3,000 or more members. In 1988 there were three Not Registered 
Groups with 1,000 or more members. In 1992 the largest Not Registered Group had 600 
members. In 1988 four of the 501(c)(3) Affiliates had more than 2,000 members. Three 
had more than 2,000 in 1992. In contrast, there were three 501(c)(3)s with more than 
2,000 members in 1988 and four in 1992. The membership number decreases in 1992 for 
the Not Registered Groups and 501(c)(3) Affiliates are also reflected in the overall data 
from the 1992 Survey. The 1988 to 1992 period was one of steep loss of interest in peace 
activities in the United States after the putative "end to the Cold War" and decrease of 
the threat of nuclear war.8 
The large growth in budget size and in number of members for the Small 
' For an elaborated statistical analysis and discussion of the factors involved in organizational mortality between 1988 and 1992 see 
Edwards and Marullo, 1995. 
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501(c)(3)s may reflect the fact that they needed to grow above their 1988 size in order to 
survive and/ or may reveal a higher survival rate of those organizations that already 
had a substantial budgets and membership in 1988. The medians are skewed because 
there were only 10 Small501(c)(3)s for which there were 1992 data. 
2. Changes in operations, governance, and staff 
Almost all the major operations, strategies and values items scored True or False 
in 1992 as they did in 1988. In some respects, however, the 1992 survivors present an 
even more exaggerated picture of the differences than in 1988. For example, only one of 
14 survivors among the Not Registered Groups said they had a governing board while 
all of the Small501(c)(3)s did. In percentages, 46% of the Aggregated Category had 
governing boards in 1988 and 37% did in 1992. Since these are the surviving groups the 
presence of a board is apparently not vital for survival for these groups although boards 
are frequently considered a key element of nonprofit organizations. 
Staff numbers and percentages are also informative. Eleven of the 501(c)(3) 
Affiliates had staff in 1988 and thirteen did in 1992. Seven of the 17 Small501(c)(3)s had 
staff in 1988 and eight of 10 did in 1992. It would appear reasonable that staffed 
organizations would have a higher survival rate. Examination of the specific 
organizational data, however, reveals that one of the two Not Registered Groups that 
had staff in 1988 did not survive. Three of the eleven 501(c)(3) Affiliates that had staff in 
1988 did not survive until1992, two survived but did not provide data on staff, six that 
had more than one staff person in 1988 were reduced to one by 1992, and seven 
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organizations had staff in 1992 that did not have staff in 1988. Only one of the eight 
Small501(c)(3)s with staff in 1988 failed to survive and one that did not have staff in 
1988 had staff in 1992. All the Small501(c)(3)s with more than one staff person in 1988 
were reduced to one by 1992. The survival rates for the staffed groups in the Not 
Registered Groups or 501(c)(3) Affiliates categories were similar to those for the whole 
category, appr?ximately half and three-quarters survived respectively. A much higher 
percentage (77%) of the staffed Small501(c)(3)s survived than for the category as a 
whole (59%). There were only 17 Small501(c)(3)s in 1988 and 10 in 1992 so no strong 
inferences may be drawn from these data alone. 
3. Survival rates 
Overall the rate of survival to 1992 of the Small Nonprofits was surprisingly 
high. For the Aggregated Category 21 of 25 (84%) founded before 1980 and 12 of 17 
(71%) founded in 1985 or later survived until1992. The years of the large build up in 
the anti-nuclear weapons movement were between 1980 and 1984 and the groups 
founded in this era had a higher rate of demise by 1992. Twenty-eight of 50 groups 
founded between 1980 and 1984 (56%) survived. 
The detailed analysis of the factors involved in organizational mortality by 
Edwards and Marullo (1995) provides collateral confirmation of the assertion that the 
small groups not normally included in research are substantially different than 501(c)(3) 
organizations. Edwards segmented the 411 respondents to the 1988 survey into three 
domains: small non-national groups (Domain 1),large non-national groups (Domain 2: 
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$30,000 annual budget was the dividing line) and national groups (Domain 3). The 128 
groups in Domain 1, small non-national groups, encompass all the 103 groups in the 
Aggregated Category, the Small501(c)(3)s and a few political action committees. Data 
for Domain 1 compared with the other domains provides a relatively good measure of 
the differences between those groups normally studied or not studied in research on 
nonprofits. 
For example, Edwards and Marullo (1995) found that the mortality profiles were 
quite different for each domain (p. 925) and several instances when significant factors 
were not revealed until the analysis was done by domain. Examples of the profile 
differences are: cosponsoring activities with a wide range of other groups greatly 
enhanced the survival odds for Domain 1 peace movement organizations (PMOs) but 
had the opposite effect on national PMOs (Domain 3) (p. 924); "Undertaking 
organizational evaluations decreases the mortality of small domain PMOs by more than 
one-third, but evaluation is not significant for large domain or national PMOs" (p. 919). 
[T]he direction of the effect of measures of legitimacy differed by domain. 
We expected both member empowerment and even co-sponsorship to be 
positively associated with PMO survival. ... In the separate domain 
analyses the effect of empowerment among small domain PMOs was 
positive but only approached significance. However, member 
empowerment significantly predicted mortality among large domain 
PMOs (p. 924). 
That is, empowerment of members aided survival for small non-national groups 
but predicted demise for large non-national ones. All these examples reinforce the 
finding that research based only on the larger non-national or national organizations 
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(which have 501(c)(3) tax status) mischaracterizes the enormous number of smaller 
groups. 
Summary and Conclusions about Research on Small Voluntary Associations 
The major conclusion of this study of a representative sample of small nonprofit 
organizations is a strong confirmation of David Horton Smith's assertion that from 
three-quarters to ninety percent of the associations of volunteers in the United States are 
not part of the data base for most published analytical and theoretical work on 
nonprofit organizations and that these smaller organizations may be substantially 
different from the larger, more visible segment, of the nonprofit world depending on 
the characteristics measured. Therefore, there is a strong potential for bias in the results 
reported as research on "the" nonprofit sector, rather than on a segment thereof. 
In general, small nonprofits are internally cohesive, depend on volunteers to 
perform most of the functions of the group including organizational decision making, 
prefer to operate without formally designated leaders, and are not likely to have 
governing boards or staff. They do not usually have a clear organizational structure, do 
little or no financial reporting, and almost no program evaluation or organizational 
evaluation. The Not Registered Groups in this analysis are slightly more likely to 
consider themselves able to mobilize people for action, rather than less able to mobilize 
as their small size and low resources might suggest, a key aspect of the role of nonprofit 
organizations in American society. The Aggregated Category in this analysis are much 
more likely to be involved in electoral activities than the Small or Large 501(c)(3)s. The 
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Not Registered Groups are much more likely to encourage their members to make 
contributions to political parties than the 50l(c)(3) Affiliates or the 501(c)(3) 
organizations. 
Although it is true that many of these smaller groups may not last as many years 
as the larger, better funded, and more organized groups, the survival rate may well be 
higher for the overall population of grassroots groups than it was for these peace 
groups which were part of the cyclical and well documented growth and decline of the 
peace movement in the decade of the 1980s. Moreover, Edwards and Marullo 
concluded the overall decline from 1988 to 1992 was about 35% or approximately 9% 
per year. This rate is comparable to rates of mortality for small businesses and other 
organizational populations (Edwards and Marullo 1995, 908-909). The Small 
Nonprofits analyzed here declined 34% between 1988 and 1992, and the survival rate 
among those at least eight years old was much higher. Thus, it is incorrect to think of 
the Small Nonprofits as transient and ephemeral. 
D.H. Smith wrote "Grassroots associations tend to have short lives, on average, 
therefore tend to be younger than Professionally Staffed NonProfit Organizations when 
comparative studies are made .... But short average lifespan does not vitiate their 
importance: riots don't last very long yet they are extremely important in the local 
community" (Smith, D.H. 1994a, 61). Although relatively few grassroots associations 
aspire to have as much impact on their community as a riot does, they are, nevertheless; 
collectively responsible for a substantial portion of the voluntary action in American 
society. 
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D.H. Smith also concluded that grassroots associations are strongly dependent 
on their elected officers and committees for leadership acting as volunteers (Smith, D.H. 
1994a, 8). Although it is clear that the leaders are volunteers, this present study of Small 
Nonprofits does not support all of his conclusions. On the contrary, the Not Registered 
Groups prefer to operate without leaders and rarely elect leaders. D.H. Smith also 
stated they were likely to be intermittent in activity and to have a generally low activity 
level. The quantity of activity is not accurately measured by the data examined here. 
However, the very wide range of activities in which these Small Nonprofits had been 
engaged in the year prior to the survey suggests that these groups are at least 
moderately active. 
It is well beyond the scope of this project to examine all or a major set of 
theoretical and practical conclusions based on research focused on 501(c)(3)s in the light 
of these findings. Although some of the differences may be ascribed directly to the lack 
of need to conform to IRS requirements (for boards, for accounting procedures) and 
others to the ability of groups without tax-exempt and tax-deductible status to act more 
freely in the political arena, other differences may well be more attributable to size. 
Nevertheless, it is both the small groups and those without IRS tax status that are not 
captured in most research on nonprofits upon which theoretical explanations are based. 
Assessments of volunteer activity in the U.S. that are based on 501(c)(3) 
organizations miss the largest part of the relevant data. Moreover, much management, 
fundraising and other advice given to nonprofit organizations by consultants and 
academics is based on research literature focused on only the larger organizations 
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which comprise about 10% of the entire nonprofit field. This research and the practical 
advice derived therefrom does not take into account the different methods of operation 
and internal culture of the small organizations and is not relevant to them. 
Important organizational characteristics of the Aggregated Category are 
different from those of 501(c)(3) organizations. The Aggregated Category represents 
the overwhelming proportion of the nonprofit membership associations of volunteers 
cited in so much laudatory and rhetorical literature about the "third" or "independent" 
nonprofit portion of American society. These small groups are the genuine associations 
of volunteers, even though they are almost totally left out of the research and analysis 
of voluntary associations. There is a need for research on these grassroots groups, 
carefully designed to test specific theoretical or practical conclusions based on research 
on 501(c)(3) organizations. A very useful first step would be surveys designed to 
identify and compare the characteristics of all the affiliates of several major 501(c)(3) 
organizations. Without that additional data and analysis the best that can be said for a 
major portion of research on nonprofit organizations is that it applies only to the large, 
highly visible, 501(c)(3) nonprofits or approximately 10% of the voluntary action field. 
As a minimum, research on the nonprofit sector should specify the segment studied and 
make explicit recognition of the segments not included and the potential for bias. 
This present exploration is based on data from one major social movement 
collected in a survey that was not designed specifically to test the hypothesis that small 
groups without tax status are sufficiently different from 501(c)(3) organizations that 
they should be accounted for separately. However, the available data provide 
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substantial evidence to support the view that these smaller groups are a highly 
important segment of American life and have enough distinctive characteristics that 
they should be studied as such rather than totally ignored or described as simply 
smaller versions of larger nonprofits. The relevance of most nonprofit sector research to 
the vast majority of nonprofits in the "third" or "independent" sector can only be 
considered "not proven" at best and in specific instances can be shown to be not 
applicable at all. 
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Appendix Tables 
TableAl. 
Budgets of Small Non profits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not Registered 501(c)(3) Small501(c)(3)s Totals 
Groups Affiliates N==15 N==98 
N==30 N==53 
Amounts % % % % 
$0-$999 57 42 27 43 
$1,000-$4,999 20 30 20 25 
$5,000-$9,999 7 8 1 11 
$10,000-$19,999 7 6 20 8 
$20,000-$30,000 10 8 27 11 
Totals 101% 101% 101% 100% 
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TableA2. 
Founding Years of Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Frequency and Percentage. 
Not Registered 501(c)(3) Small501(c)(3)s Totals 
Groups Affiliates N=16 N=107 
N=30 N=61 
Founding Year F" (%) F" (%) F" (%) F*(%) 
Before 1900 0 1 (2%) 0 1 (1%) 
1901-1925 1 (3%) 2 (3%) 0 3 (3%) 
1926-1950 0 3 (5%) 1 (6%) 4 (4%) 
1951-1970 1 (3%) 8 (13%) 1 (6%) 10 (9%) 
1971-1980 4 (13%) 11 (18%) 3 (19%) 18 (17%) 
1981-1987 24 (80%) 36 (59%) 11 (69%) 71 (66%) 
TOTAL 30 (100%) 61 (100%) 16 (100%) 107 (100%) 
" F= Frequency 
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TableA3. 
Individual Members of Small Non profits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c){3) Aggregated Small501(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates Category* N=16 
Groups N=61 N-92 
N=31 
Number of Members % % % 0/o 
1-100 65 59 61 50 
101-500 16 31 26 25 
501-1,000 13 3 7 25 
1,001-5,000 6 7 7 0 
Over·S,OOO 0 0 0 0 
Totals 100% 100% 101% 100% 
* Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups + 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
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TableA4. 
Member Participation and Volunteer Activity in Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c)(3) Aggregated Small501(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates Category* N=14-15 
Groups N=57-64 N=82-94 
N=25-30 
Members % % % % 
Work on issues 92 83 85 87 
Make organizational decisions 52 61 58 33 
Represent organization in coalition meetings 44 56 52 60 
Elect the leadership 28 48 42 50 
Lobby organization's decision makers 20 26 24 29 
Hire and fire staff 0 5 4 14 
Recruit new members 63 72 69 71 
Participate in fundraising 74 60 64 71 
Volunteers N=17-21 N=45-53 N=62-74 N=15 
% % % % 
Coordinate program activities 86 87 86 87 
Raise money 86 70 75 100 
Keep financial records 85 72 78 80 
Write newsletters 79 76 77 87 
Work in the office 70 60 63 93 
* Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups+ 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
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Table AS. 
Educational Activities of Small Non profits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c)(3) Aggregated Small501(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates Category* N=17 
Groups N=69 N=103 
N=34 
Activity statement % % % % 
Distributed literature 94 92 93 88 
Presented lecture, film, slide show 94 91 92 88 
Encouraged members to write letters 94 90 91 82 
to a local newspaper 
Participated in rally or demonstration 91 79 83 76 
Participated in letter writing campaign 88 93 91 82 
Participated in vigil or prayer service 84 62 69 65 
Built up J'OSitive relationship with press 77 62 67 59 
Encouraged members to participate 69 65 66 62 
in citizen exchange or peace delegations 
Ran advertisement in media 27 33 31 29 
stating position on issue 
Canvassed door-to-door, talked 13 3 6 24 
to residents 
* Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups+ 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
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Table A6. 
Citizen Direct Action of Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c)(3) Aggregated Small501(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates Category* N=17 
Groups N=69 N=103 
N=34 
Activity Statement % % % % 
Participated in boycott 56 44 48 47 
Provided nonviolence training 25 29 28 41 
Engaged in civil disobedience 22 14 16 35 
Filed suit/litigation 6 6 6 12 
* Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups+ 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
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Table A7. 
National Level Legislative/Lobbying Activities of Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c)(3) Aggregated Small50l(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates Category* N=17 
Groups N=69 N=103 
N=34 
Activity Statement % % % % 
Visited Members of Congress 74 71 72 76 
Monitored voting records of Congress 70 74 73 82 
Monitored Congressional legislation 63 71 68 76 
Had influential constituent contact 31 34 33 41 
Congressional office 
Consulted with national government 13 20 18 18 
official to plan legislative strategy 
Testified at Congressional hearings 9 10 10 18 
Helped draft national legislation 0 10 6 12 
* Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups+ 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
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Table AS. 
Local or State Level Legislative/Lobbying Activities of Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c)(3) Aggregated Small 
Registered Affiliates Category* 501(c)(3)s 
Groups N=69 N=103 N=17 
N=34 
Activity Statement % % % % 
Visited state or local officials 53 46 49 35 
Had influential constituent contact state or local 19 28 25 35 
elected officials 
Testified at state or local government hearing 16 18 17 29 
Consulted with state/local government official to 16 20 19 18 
plan legislative strategy 
Helped draft state/locallegislation 9 8 8 12 
*Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups+ 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
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Table A9. 
Electoral Activities of Small Non profits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c)(3) Small501(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates N=17 
Groups N=69 
N=34 
Activity Statement % % % 
Encouraged our members to work and/or contribute money to 55 42 29 
peace-minded candidates 
Encouraged our members to participate in party caucuses or 
primaries 33 36 35 
Encouraged our members to join local political party 28 22 18 
organization 
Encouraged our members to give money to a political party 22 8* 6 
Participated in initiative or referendum campaign 19 19 18 
Made public endorsements of a candidate 15 5 6 
Held a public meeting for a political 13 18 12 
candidate 
Helped get voters to the polls 13 11 6 
Conducted a voter registration campaign 9 13 12 
*Significant difference between the Not Registered Groups and the 501(c)(3) Affiliates p=<.05 
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Table AlO. 
Operations, Strategies and Values of Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. 
Significant Differences Between Means. (O=False; 6=True). 
Not 501 (c)(3) 
Registered Affiliates 
Groups N=69 
N=34 
Operations, Strategies and Values Statements Means Means 
Usually use consensus procedures and not majority rule 
for important decisions 5.59' 5.03' 
Operates without formally designated leaders 4.16''b 2.21' 
Seeks new members regularly 3.88' 5.12' 
Form on-going coalitions with similar organizations 3.69b 3.89 
Leaders raise funds from grassroots sources 3.17 2.27 
Internal accounting procedures in place 3.00b 3.86' 
Agreed upon clearly defined structure, rules, procedures 2.03'.b 3.07' 
Maintain a steady funding level 2.50' 3.59' 
Organization seeks a moderate public image 2.38' 3.89' 
Seeks to educate influential elites as a way to change 2.15' 3.03' 
public policy 
Condones the use of violence for revolutionary change in 1.68' 0.76' 
specific cases 
Have a well-thought-out fund raising plan 1.35'.b 2.29' 
Elects leaders 1.29'.b 2.45' 
Leaders raise funds from foundations 1.20b 1.94' 
Major donors represented on board or decision making 0.96 1.05' 
committee 
a = significant differences between Not Registered Groups and 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
b =significant differences between Not Registered Groups and Small501(c)(3)s 
c =significant differences between 501(c)(3) Affiliates and Small501(c)(3)s 
All significant differences p < .04 
47 
Small501(c)(3)s 
N=17 
Means 
5.44 
1.93b 
4.44 
4.80b' 
4.13' 
5.2b' 
3.93b 
3.44 
3.63 
2.44 
1.69 
2.71b 
3.36b 
2.8lb' 
0.4' 
Table All. 
Operations, Strategies and Values of Small Nonprofits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. 
No Statistically Significant Differences Between Means. (O=False; 6=True). 
Not 501(c)(3) Small501(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates N=17 
Groups N=69 
N=34 
Operations, Strategies and Values Statements 
Leaders able to work with other groups 5.14 5.24 5.20 
Seek to influence U.S. (foreign) _policy 5.00 4.56 4.56 
Group members think and talk beyond immediate issues and 4.87 5.29 5.31 
programs 
Strive to act in terms of the slogan "think globally, act locally" 4.74 4.54 4.47 
Developed a sense of group solidarity 4.63 4.64 4.81 
Founders of the group still involved 4.37 3.95 4.56 
Would benefit from greater contact with other groups 4.20 4.60 4.50 
Successful in mobilizing people for action 4.20 3.89 3.93 
Members contribute funds 4.06 3.96 4.80 
A voided internal divisions 4.00 4.31 4.50 
Successful in gaining community support 3.74 3.67 4.13 
Leaders are responsible for budgeting 3.42 3.40 4.38 
Seek to change how people think about war more than to 3.17 3.59 3.38 
change specific policies 
Members receive annual financial reports 3.10 3.15 4.00 
Leaders involved in on-going organization evaluation 3.10 3.88 4.20 
Recognition that group brings social change 2.90 3.16 2.87 
Regular evaluation of actions and programs 2.79 2.88 3.47 
Believes in changing individuals rather than public policy 2.42 2.73 3.00 
Have been able to diversify fundin_g 1.72 1.92 2.53 
Prefer to be independent and not affiliated with other groups 1.66 1.34 1.63 
Prefer to focus on local issues 1.32 1.75 1.38 
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Table A12. 
Governance of Small Non profits by Tax Status. 1988 Data. Percentages. 
Not 501(c)(3) Aggregated Small501(c)(3)s 
Registered Affiliates Category* N=16 
Groups N=66 N=lOO 
N=34 
Have a governing board 35% 52% 44% 100% 
Board Functions N=12 N=34 N=44 N=16 
% % % % 
Planning 92 97 96 100 
Program development or approval 92 94 98 94 
Budget 92 88 89 94 
Community relations 83 84 84 88 
Fund raising 67 88 82 100 
Personnel needs I policie~ 50 62 61 75 
Staff recruitment 25 38 36 50 
Staff evaluation 25 50 43 50 
*Aggregated Category= Not Registered Groups+ 501(c)(3) Affiliates 
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1988 Survey 
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DIRECTIONS 
Please answer as completely as possible from the perspective of the 
organization. If a question is clearly not applicable to your 
organization or group, please write in NA and make a note in the 
comment section. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AND COOPERATION. 
BEGIN HERE 
I. TYPE OF ORGANIZATION 
Circle just one number for the description which is most appropriate 
for your group or organization. 
1 Primarily a group of friends working together for peace 
2 Organized independent group working at the local level 
3 Local affiliate of a statewide or national group 
4 Regional affiliate of a statewide or national group 
5 Statewide group 
6 Statewide or national clearinghouse for other groups 
7 National federation or coalition of state and local groups 
8 Independent national group without local affiliates 
9 Independent national group with local affiliates 
10 Peace committee or task force within a larger organization 
11 OTHER (please explain) __________________________________ ___ 
2. 
II. GOALS 
A. Peace groups and other organizations focus on many goals and choose 
programs and activities to achieve them. Please read the list of goals 
belo~ and think about ~hich are major goals for your organization, ~hich 
are less important, and which are not included in the mission of your 
group. Circle the number of the answer (at right) for each goal. 
(Circle One Number) 
Not a Minor Major 
goal goal goal 
1 2 3 
1 Elimination of all U.S. expenditures 
for offensive war.; .•••••.•••.•..••.•...•..•••. 1 
2 Preventing a draft of American youth into 
military service.............................. 1 
3 Establishing a nuclear free zone by ballot or 
local ordinance ••.....•.•••••...........•..... 1 
4 Promoting personal peace and commitment to 
nonviolence among our members and the general 
pu~lic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
5 Eliminating war as a tool of American foreign 
policy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
6 Encouraging a more positive view of the 
Soviet Union.................................. 1 
7 Obtaining verifiable arms control agreements 
between the u.s. and the U.s.s.R.............. 1 
8 Converting defense industries to non-military 
production.................................... 1 
9 Changing the U.S. Congress to create a 
majority who will shift U.S. foreign policy 
avay from war. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
10 Eliminating nuclear weapons from 
the U.S. arsenal . ..................... _.. . . . . . . . 1 
11 Changing U.S. foreign policy to end unilateral 
intervention in the foreign and domestic 
affairs of other nations ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
3. 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
(Circle One Number) 
Not a Minor Major 
goal goal goal 
12 Preventing the development, testing, 
and/or deployment of specific weapons 
systems (e.g. MX, B-1, SDI, etc.) •••••.•••••••. 1 
13 Eliminating nuclear weapons world-wide .••..•.•. 1 
14 Changing U.S. consciousness so that war 
is no longer a viable option in 
international relations .....••••.••....•.....•.. 1 
15 Strengthening international organizations 
(e.g. United Nations, Vorld Court) •••••••••••••• 1 
16 Encouraging the use of peaceful conflict 
resolution techniques in solving international 
disputes........................................ 1 
17 Encouraging economic, not military, 
foreign aid programs •..•.••••••...••..•••••••.•.. 1 
18 Promoting social justice in the United States 
and worldwide . . . : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
19 Protecting human rights at home and abroad ••..•. 1 
20 Protecting natural resources and the environment .. ! 
21 Developing an alternative to "anti-communism" or 
"containment" as a foreign policy ••••....•..•••••• 1 
Other goal(s) for which you work. (please specify) 
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2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
------------------------------------------------------------------------
23 ____________________________________________________________ ___ 
From the above list, pick the five most important goals for which your group 
or organization works. Please put the numbers of the items in rank order 
below. 
Item number of important 
this organization works, 
importance: 
Most 
Important 
goals for which 
in order of 
1 2 
4. 
3 4 5 
----
III. ORGANIZATIONAL VALUES AND STRATEGIES 
B. Ye are interested in the values and strategies of peace groups 
and other organizations which have diverse views on different 
topics. Please read the list of statements below. In the space 
provided to the right of the statement, indicate if the statement 
is true or false for your group or organization by inserting the most 
appropriate number. (Comments may be added at bottom of page.) 
1 2 
DEFINITELY 
TRUE 
3 4 5 6 7 
DEFINITELY 
FALSE 
(Insert number from 
scale above) 
1 Our organization has a commitment to nonviolence •.••.•••••.••• 
---
2 Our organization believes in changing individuals 
r~ther than public policy ..................................... __ __ 
3 Our organization is opposed to all wars .....................•. 
4 Our organization seeks a moderate public image ••••.•.•....•••. 
. . 
5 Our organization seeks major social change in the U.S. 
as a necessary prior condition before it is possible 
to achieve world peace ••..•••........•...••••••••••....•••..•• 
6 Our organization condones the use of violence for 
revolutionary change in specific cases •••••.•••••••.•••.••.••. 
7 Our organization prefers to focus on local 1ssues ..•.......•.. 
8 Our organization prefers to be independent and not 
affiliated with other groups in a federation, alliance, 
or coalition ................................................. . 
9 Our organization _seeks to educate influential elites 
as the way to change public policy •..•••••••••••••••.••...•.•. 
10 Our organization seeks new members regularly .••.•••••.•...•••. 
11 Our organization strives to act in terms of the slogan: 
----
----
---
---
---
---
---
---
"think globally, a·c t locally." ••••••.•••••••••••••••.••••....• __ 
12 Our organization seeks to change how people think about 
war more than to change specific defense policies .•••••••••••• 
---
13 Our organization seeks to influence U.S. foreign policy ..••••• __ _ 
(Comments) ______________________________________________________ __ 
5. 
IV.OPERATIONS 
C. Ve are interested in how peace groups operate. Please read the 
list of statements below. In the space to the right of each 
statement, please indicate if the statement is true or false for your 
group or organization by inserting the most appropriate number from the 
true/false scale. 
1 2 
DEFINITELY 
TRUE 
3 4 5 6 7 
DEFINITELY 
FALSE 
(Insert number from 
scale above) 
1 Ve have been successful in developing support for our 
organization in the community or general public •••.••••..••.. 
---
2 There is an agreed upon, clearly defined structure, 
that includes rules, operating procedures and a known 
way for participants to hold each other accountable ..•••...... __ __ 
3 Members contribute money to the organization •••.••••.•••••••.• _~--
4 Ve have been succ~ssful in maintaining a steady 
funding level ................................................ ·---
5 Our organization prefers to operate without 
formally designated leaders •.•••.•..••••••••••.•••••••... ." .•.. __ _ 
6 Our organization chooses leaders by an election process ••••.•• ___ __ 
7 Leaders are responsible for the budgeting .••••.••....••.••..•• ____ _ 
8 Our leadership has been quite able to work with others 
outside of the organization •••••...•••••.•••••••••••••••.••... 
---
9 People in the community (or general public) recognize 
our group as a power that brings about social change .•••.••... __ _ 
10 Ve have a well-thought-out fund raising plan ••••••••••••••.... ____ __ 
11 Leaders are responsible for raising funds from foundations ..•. ___ __ 
12 Ve have succeeded in forming on-going coalitions 
with organizations that are similar to ours ••••••••••••••.•.•• ____ _ 
13 Major donors are represented on the board or 
decision-making committee ..................................... ___ __ 
6. 
1 2 
DEFINITELY 
TRUE 
3 4 5 6 7 
DEFINITELY 
FALSE 
(Insert number from 
scale above) 
14 Internal accounting procedures are in place •...•.•.•.•........ 
---
15 Most of the time we use consensus processes and not 
majority rule to make important decisions ..••....•..........•• 
---
16 Ve have been successful in developing diversified 
funding sources .............................................. ~ 
---
17 The membership receives financial reports at least annually .•• ____ __ 
18 Our organization has avoided internal divisions 
and disagreements ..........................•.................. 
---
19 Leaders are responsible for raising funds from 
grass-roots sources ........................................... __ _ 
20 Our organization has been successful in mobilizing 
people for action ............................................ . 
------
21 The members of the group have developed a sense of 
group solidarity ............................................. . 
---
22 Ve would be helped by greater on-going contact with 
other groups . ................................................. __ _ 
23 Members of our group think and talk beyond the immediate 
issues of the group and its programs •..••••••••.••••..••....•. 
24 Leaders are involved in an on-going process of 
---
organizational evaluation •.•••.•••.•..•••.•••••.•.••..•....•.. __ _ 
25 Leaders regularly hold evaluation sessions at the end 
of each action or program activity ...••••••••••••••••••.•••... 
---
26 The original founders of the group are still 
personally involved . .......................................... __ _ 
7. 
V. ACTIVITIES 
D. EDUCATIONAL AND POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 
Peace groups and other organizations engage in many different kinds of 
activities to achieve their goals. Please read the list of activities 
below. Circle the number of the answer that indicates whether or not 
your group or organization engaged in the activity in 1987. 
(Circle number) 
1 Distributed literature (tabling, leafleting, etc.) .••••• l NO 2 YES 
2 Presented lecture, film or slide show •...••...•.•......• l NO 2 YES 
3 Participated in rally or demonstration .••••••••••••••••• ! NO 2 YES 
4 Engaged in civil disobedience •.••.•.....•.••.....•...... ! NO 2 YES 
5 Canvassed door-to-door, talked to residents ••...••.•..•• ! NO 2 YES 
6 Ran advertisement in media stating position on issue .•.• l NO 2 YES 
7 Participated in vigil or prayer service ...•••••••••••••• ! NO 2 YES 
8 Visited members of Congress ••••••••••.••••••••.•.•••.•.• ! NO 2 YES 
9 Visited state or local officials ••••.••••.•••••••.••••.• ! NO 2 YES 
10 Testified at Congressional hearing •••••••••••••.••••••.• ! NO 2 YES 
11 Testified at state or local government hearing ..••••••.• ! NO 2 YES 
12 Consulted with national government official to plan 
legislative strategy ••••••••••••••••••..••••••.••••.•..• 1 NO 2 YES 
13 Consulted with state or local government official 
to plan legislative strategy •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ! NO 2 YES 
14 Had influential constituent contact Congressperson's 
office .................................................. 1 NO 2 YES 
15 Had influential constituent contact state or local 
elected official .•..•...••....•......................... l NO 2 YES 
16 Participated in letter-writing campaign ••••••••••••••••• l NO 2 YES 
17 Filed suit or otherwise engaged in litigation .•••••••••• ! NO 2 YES 
18 Helped draft state or local legislation ••••••••••••••••• ! NO 2 YES 
19 Helped draft national legislation ••••••••••••••••••••••• ! NO 2 YES 
8. 
20 Provided draft counseling ...............•.......•..•.... ! NO 2 YES 
21 Participated in boycott ....•...••••.....•....•...•••••.• ! NO 2 YES 
22 Provided non-violence training ..•.......•.........•..... ! NO 2 YES 
23 Provided war-tax resistance information ......•....•.•... ! NO 2 YES 
24 Monitored arms-control legislation ...•••......•.••••.... ! NO 2 YES 
25 Monitored foreign policy legislation .......•............ ! NO 2 YES 
26 Monitored the voting records of members of Congress ....• ! NO 2 YES 
27 Encouraged our members to participate in citizen 
exchanges or peace delegations to other countries .••.... ! NO 2 YES 
28 Encouraged our members to write letters to a 
local newspaper ........•••.•••..••••••......•.........•. 1 NO 2 YES 
29 Built up positive relationship with member 
of press or media ..•..•.•.•........••.•.•..••.....•••.•• l NO 2 YES 
30 Other (specify) ______________________________________________ _ 
E. ELECTORAL ACTIVITIES 
Please circle the number that indicates whether your organization 
engaged in each elective activity in either the 1986 elections for 
Congress or in state or local elections in 1986-1987. 
1 Encouraged our members to join local political party 
organizations (e.g. precinct and ward clubs,committees).l NO 
2 Encouraged our members to participate 
in party caucuses or primaries .......................... 1 NO 
3 Encouraged our members to give money to a political 
party ................................................... 1 NO 
4 Encouraged our members to work and/or contribute money 
to electoral campaigns of peace-minded candidates ......• ! NO 
2 YES 
2 YES 
2 YES 
2 YES 
5 Conducted a voter registration campaign ..•..•.•.•.••..•• ! NO 2 YES 
6 Helped get voters to the polls on election day .••••••••• l NO 2 YES 
7 Held a public meeting for political candidates ••••••.••• ! NO 2 YES 
8 Hade public endorsements of a candidate for office •.•••• l NO 2 YES 
9 Participated in initiative or referendum campaign .•••••• ! NO 2 YES 
10 Other election activity (please specify) ________________________ ___ 
9. 
F. CO-SPONSORSHIP OF ACTIVITIES 
In 1987, did your group or organization co-sponsor 
educational, fuudraising, program, or other 
activities vith other groups or organizations? •........... ! NO 
(If YES, please circle the number indicating vhether or not your 
group co-sponsored activities vith each type of group in 1987.) 
1 Peace organizations . .................................... 1 NO 
2 Religious organizations (e.g. church task force) .•.••... l NO 
3 Minority group organizations .••••••.•••••.•.•••••.•..... ! NO 
2 YES 
2 YES 
2 YES 
2 YES 
4 Senior citizen organizations ••••••••••••••••••.•.••....• ! NO 2 YES 
5 Labor unions . ........................................... 1 NO 2 YES 
6 Environmental organizations ••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.• } NO 2 YES 
7 Lesbian/gay organizations .••••••••••••••.•....•....•.•.. } NO 2 YES 
8 Yomen's organizations •••••••••.•.•••••••.••••••...•..... ! NO 2 YES 
9 Civic organizations (e.g. Rotary, Kivanis) .••.••........ l NO 2 YES 
10 Political party organizations •••••••••••••••••••..••••.. ! NO 2 YES 
11 Professional organizations (e.g. AAUV, County 
medical society) ........................................ 1 NO 2 YES 
12 Student organizations ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••....•.• ! NO 2 YES 
13 Other (specify) 
--------------------------------------------------
G. Are there organizations vith vhich your group vill 
not co-sponsor activities? •••••••••••••••••..•••.••••.••.•• l NO 2 YES 
(If YES, please explain) __________________________________________ __ 
10. 
VI. ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
B. MEMBERSHIP DEFINED 
Are your members organizations or individuals? 
(Circle one 
number only) 
1 Organizations only . ......................... 1 
2 Individuals only •.••..........•....••••••.•• 2 
(Skip to question J.) 
3 Both organizations and individuals ..•..••••. 3 
I. ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERS 
J. 
Does your group have ORGANIZATIONAL members? •••••••••••••• l NO 2 YES 
If YES, about how many organizational members do you have nov? 
If YES, which of the following are requirements for being an 
ORGANIZATIONAL member? 
----
1 Agree with our mission statement ........................ ."1 NO 2 YES 
2 Pay dues . ................•.....................•...•..... 1 NO 2 YES 
If YES, how muchrare dues per year?$ 
-----
3 Provide volunteers on a regular basis .....•••.•••.••. ~ •.• 1 NO 2 YES 
If YES, how many hours of volunteer work per week? hrs. 
4 Provide paid staff on a regular basis .•..••••••.•.••••••• l NO 2 YES 
If YES, how many hours of paid staff work per week? hrs. 
5 Send representative(s) to policy or planning meetings ••• l NO 2 YES 
6 Engage in joint actions .•••....•.•.•••.....••••.••••••.•. l NO 2 YES 
7 Other (please specify) ______________________________________ __ 
INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS 
What is the minimum requirement for an individual merubership? 
1 Pay dues . ; . • . . . . . • . . • • • . . . . • • . . . • • • • . • • • • • • • .. NO 2 YES 
2 Attend a meeting •••••••.•••••.••••.•.••••••• l NO 2 YES 
3 Subscrive to our publication(s) ••••..••••••• l NO 2 YES 
4 Sign up to be on the mailing list ••••••••••• l NO 2 YES 
5 Other (please specify) _________________________ __ 
11. 
R. Are your members primarily part of a specific 
category of people (e.g. women, religious denomination, 
occupational or regional group)? •••.•.•••..•••••.••••••••... l NO 2 YES 
If YES, please specify 
L. Do you have a list of your members? .•..•••.•••••..••..•••• ! NO 2 YES 
If YES, is it on a computer? .•••••..•.•.•...•..•.••••. 1 NO 2 YES 
H. About how many individual members do you have now? 
N. PARTICIPATION OF MEMBERS 
Please read the list below. Circle the number for each answer to 
_indicate how the general membership of your organization participates. 
1 Vork on issues .••••.••••••••...•.•..•.•...•.•.••.•. l NO 2 YES 
2 Elect the leadership ..•••••..•.••...•••..•.••.••••• ! NO 2 YES 
3 Hake organizational decisions .•••••.•.....••••.•••• ! NO 2 YES 
4 Represent the organization in coalition meetings ..• ! NO 2 YES 
5 Lobby our organization's decision makers ••••••.•••• l NO 2 YES 
6 Hire and fire staff .••.•••••..•••.••••••••••••••••• l NO 2 YES 
7 Recruit new members ••.•.•••••..•••..••.•.••••••.... 1 NO 2 YES 
8 Take part in fundraising activities .••••.••••••...• ! NO 2 YES 
9 Other (please specify) 
12. 
0. VOLUNTEER STAFF 
Does your organization use volunteer staff to 
accomplish some or all of its vork? •.•..•..•........ 1 NO 2 YES 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
If YES, please read the list below. Circle the 
number for each answer to indicate the work done by 
volunteer staff. 
Work in the office ................................. 1 
Raise money .•..............................•.•..•.. 1 
Write newsletters ......... ........................ . 1 
Coordinate program activities ...................... 1 
Keep financial records . ........................... . 1 
NO 2 YES 
NO 2 YES 
NO 2 YES 
NO 2 YES 
NO 2 YES 
6 Other volunteer staff work (specify) ______________________ __ 
P. On the average, how many volunteers contribute at least five (5) 
hours per month for meetings and work? 
------------
Q. PAID STAFF 
Do you have paid staff members? •••••..•.•.••..•.•.••..•••. 1 NO 2 YES 
If YES, how many? ....•• Full-time 
Part-time ------------
R. Please read the list below. Circle the number for each answer to 
indicate the main responsibilities of the paid staff. 
1 Work in the office •....•••••..••••.•..•..•......•......••. 1 NO 2 YES 
2 Raise money . •....••......•....••.....••.........•.•.....•. 1 NO 2 YES 
3 Coordinate program activities ••••••..••.....••..••...••••. 1 NO 2 YES 
4 Keep financial records .................................... 1 NO 2 YES 
5 Develop annual budget ....••....••••..••••..•.....•...•.... 1 NO 2 YES 
6 Assist the Board of Directors or governing ~ommittee •••••• 1 NO 2 YES 
7 Serve as liason with other organizations ••••.••••••••.•••• ! NO 2 YES 
8 Other major staff responsibility (please specify) __________________ _ 
13. 
S. GOVERNANCE 
Does this organization have a Board of Directors or 
governing committee? ...................................... 1 NO 
If YES, please read the list below. Circle the number for each 
answer to indicate the responsibilities of the Board or governing 
committee. 
2 YES 
1 Organization planning •••..•.•.•••••••.•.••.•••••.••...••. 1 NO 2 YES 
2 Fund raising . ........................................... . 1 NO 2 YES 
3 Other community relations .•.•.•.•..•.•........•.....•.... ! NO 2 YES 
4 Staff recruitment, hiring, and/or firing •••••••••..••••.• l NO 2 YES 
5 Program development or approval •••••••••••••••••••..••••• l NO 2 YES 
6 Budget development or approval •••••••••••••••••••...••••• ! NO 2 YES 
7 Determine personnel needs and policies •...•.....••...•••. ! NO 2 YES 
8 Evaluate the performance of top staf£ ••••••••••••••.••••. 1 NO 2 YES 
9 Other major Board responsibilities (please specify) 
------------------
T. MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING 
Many people are involved in choosing program activities for 
organizations. Please read the list below. Circle the number 
of the answer that indicates whether or not the category of people 
participates in deciding on the major program activities. 
1 Paid staff .................................. 1 NO 
2 Committee of the leadership ••••••••••••.••.• ! NO 
3 General membership •••••••••••••.••.••••••••• ! NO 
4 Board of Directors •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ! NO 
5 Other (specify) 
Vhich of the above categories is most involved in 
deciding on major program activities? (write in the 
number) ___ _ 
14. 
2 YES 
2 YES 
2 YES 
2 YES 
U. Does your organization have an annual budget? .........••... 1 NO 
If YES, who participates in developing the annual budget? 
1 Paid staff ............................... 1 NO 2 YES 
2 Committee of the leadership •.•...•••••••• ! NO 2 YES 
3 General membership ....................... 1 NO 2 YES 
4 Organization officer (treasurer,etc.) •..• l NO 2 YES 
5 Board of Directors . ..................... . 1 NO 2 YES 
6 Others (sp~cify) ________________________________ __ 
Vhich of the·above categories is most involved in developing 
the annual budget? (write in number) 
V. Does your organization make program and financial 
plans for more than one year ahead? ..•.•.•..••...••....•...•• l NO 
If YES, who participates in long-range planning? 
1 Paid staff. ...••...••..••..••..•••..•••.• 1 NO 2 YES 
2 Committee of the leadership ••..••...••... ! NO 2 YES 
3 General membership ..•••.•••••.••••••.••.• ! NO 2 YES 
4 Board of Directors ..•••.•..•...••..•••••• ! NO 2 YES 
5 Other (specify) 
-------------------------------------
2 YES 
2 YES 
Vhich of the above categories is most involved in creating 
long range plans? (write in number) ____ __ 
15. 
V. ORGANIZATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
(Please ansver both parts of this question) 
In the last year has your 
organization had help 
from outside group(s) or 
persons? •••..•• 1 NO 2 YES 
If YES, indicate 
HELP RECEIVED 
(Circle number in Column A) 
Would your organization 
seek help (or more help) 
if available at lov or 
no cost? ••..... 1 NO 2 YES 
If YES, indicate help 
YOU VOULD SEEK 
(Circle number in Column B) 
COLUMN A COLUMN B 
1 Issue information .•••••••••••••••• ! NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
2 Fund-raising plans •....•.•.•••...• l NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
3 Internal organization 
or management ..••.•••..•..••••.••• 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
4 Bookkeeping, financial records 
or controls ••.•.•.••••.••••••••.•• l NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
5 Board recruitment . or development •. ! NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
6 Innovative program ideas ...••••••• 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
7 Vays to vork vith print, radio 
TV media .......................... 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
8 Member recruitment ...•.••....•••.. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
9 Volunteer management •••••••••••••• 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
10 Leadership development ..••..••..•• ! NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
11 Decision-making skills •••••.•••••• 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
12 Holding effective meetings ...••.•• 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
13 Mediating internal conflict 
(e.g. board & staff,vithin staf£).1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
14 Staff "burnout" . ................. . 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
15 Other (please specify) 
(please ansver Column B as well.) 
16. 
X. OFFICE EQUIPMENT 
Please read the list below. Circle the number of the answer that 
indicates whether your group/organization owns, has easy access to, 
or plans to acquire the items listed. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
·6 
7 
8 
8 
Our organization owns, or has 
easy access to, the following: 
(Circle number in Column A) 
Ve plan to acquire the 
following within the next 
year: 
(Circle number in Column B) 
Column A Column B 
Answering machine .•.•••.•.. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
Dedicated word processor 
or memory typewriter ••••••. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
Copier . ................... . 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
TV in the office ........... 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
Micro-computer .•••.•••.•••. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
Mini-comPuter or 
main frame ................. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
Video-cassette recorder •••. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
Modem, software for 
telecommunications •••.••••. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
Membership in PeaceNet or 
other electronic network •.. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
If YES, how often do you 
use the electronic network? 
Daily I Veekly I Monthly I Rarely 
17. 
Y. TAX STATUS 
Please read the list below and circle the number of the answer 
that indicates the appropriate tax status for your group or 
organization in Col. A and any closely affiliated group(s) in Col.B. 
YOUR GROUP AFFILIATES 
(COLUMN A) (COLUMN"B) 
1 Unincorporated ••.•.•••.••• ! NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
2 State incorporation .••.••• ! NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
·3 501 (c) 3 ................. 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
4 501 (c) 4 •.•••••.••••..••• 1 NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
5 Political Action 
Committee (PAC) •...•••..•• l NO 2 YES 1 NO 2 YES 
6 Other status (specify) 
z. 1 Ve feel restricted by our tax status •••••••••.•••••••• l NO 2 YES 
If YES, please explain. ___________________ _ 
2 Ve plan to establish or affiliate with a group with 
a different tax status .••••••••••••.••••.••••.••••..• 1 NO 2 YES 
If YES, please explain. ___________________ _ 
18. 
VII.BASIC INFORMATION 
AA. Our group or organization was founded in (indicate year). 
----
BB. Please provide the approximate total of the expenditures of this 
organization in 1987 (round off to nearest $100). $ 
-----
CC. Please provide the approximate total for money raised in 1987 
(Round off to nearest $100). $ __________ __ 
DD. Name of this organization 
----------------------------------
Address 
--------------------------------------------------
Phone Number (Please note~t'h7i-s-.in-,fo_r_m_a_t~i~o-n~i-s_c_o_nrf~i"d_e_n~t~ia~l•.--~w•e--n-e-e"d~t'h_e_n_a_m _ e_o_,f 
your group in order to send you the findings from this survey.) 
EE. What county are you located in? 
-----------------------------
What counties do your members come from 
or your activities serve? 
------------------
FF. Thank you for completing this survey. What position(s) or role(s) 
do you have with this organization? ______________________ ___ 
GG. Would you be willing to discuss details of our program 
or organization by telephone •.•.......•..•.....•.•.•.•••• ! NO 2 YES 
If YES, please give name(s) of person to call ________________ _ 
Telephone number ( ____ ) ___ ! ____ _ 
Be3t d~ys and times __________________________________ _ 
19. 
" 
